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Computer technology is the nexus of our critical infrastructures, 

yet it remains extremely vulnerable to cyberattacks. A proposed 

Integrated Adaptive Cyber Defense architecture promises to create 

a healthy cyber ecosystem by automating many risk decisions and 

optimizing human oversight of security processes too complex or 

important for machines alone to solve. 

Great efficiencies have been achieved with the 
integration of computers into our daily lives. 
Advances in information and communica-
tions technology (ICT) enable us to automate 

business processes, manage critical infrastructures, and 
establish pervasive connectivity among users and sys-
tems. This technology has become so inexpensive that 
we are moving to the next phase of integration, intercon-
necting a plethora of devices in the Internet of Things 
(IoT) that will allow full control of embedded systems in 
homes, vehicles, and public and private infrastructure, 
resulting in even greater effectiveness and cost savings.1 

The IoT is expanding quickly. As Figure 1 shows, Cisco 
predicts that it will grow from about 14 billion devices 
today to more than 50 billion by 2020.2

Many “things” in the IoT provide greater convenience 
or safety. For example, users can remotely activate their 
home thermostat to warm the house shortly before ar-
rival, check door locks or review surveillance camera 

footage while away, or receive a reminder from their re-
frigerator to buy milk on the way home. Embedded au-
tomotive systems can monitor and control critical func-
tions such as tire pressure, door openings, proximity to 
other vehicles, and vehicular health via remote connec-
tivity to the car manufacturer. Medical IoT applications 
let doctors remotely monitor a patient’s heartbeat3 and 
patients better self-manage diabetes.4

While new and emerging IoT technologies offer many 
benefits, they can also result in serious harm if not prop-
erly protected. For example, a maliciously activated 
automated insulin injector could lead to death. In fact, 
cybersecurity firm Cylance has identified more than 300 
medical devices vulnerable to remote cyberattack.5 Like-
wise, a hacker could remotely take control of a vehicle’s 
automated systems and cause it to crash. 

Because of our increasing dependency on computer 
technology for business, critical infrastructures, com-
munications, and various IoT devices, major cyberattacks 
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could cripple our economy, disrupt our 
infrastructure, and cause loss of life. 
Accordingly, dramatic cybersecurity 
improvements are a necessity. While 
we cannot eliminate every cyber threat, 
we can manage them by protecting 
assets more effectively and efficiently 
according to their value. This approach 
requires a paradigm shift from how we 
perform cybersecurity today.

To attain true cybersecurity effec-
tiveness, we must accelerate our de-
tection and response capabilities from 
people time to machine time—from 
months to milliseconds. Today, there 
is almost always a “human in the loop” 
actively managing the process; al-
though that can help avert unintended 
consequences, it also means that the 
attack is often over before preventa-
tive action can be taken. This calls for 
automating many risk decisions and 
optimizing human oversight of cy-
bersecurity processes too complex or 
important for machines alone to solve. 

CURRENT CYBER 
LANDSCAPE
Today’s cyberattacks are extremely 
varied and sophisticated. Three key 
factors contribute to this challenge: 
the increasing speed at which attack-
ers can successfully attack; the wide 
range of attackers and attacks to de-
fend against; and the disparate, piece-
meal approach implemented in most 
current cybersecurity solutions.

Time to attack and defend
Of fundamental concern is the long de-
lay between the launch and discovery 
of cyberattacks, a situation that must 
improve.

Figure 2 compares attacker effi-
ciency, as measured by the time (in 
days or fractions of days) it takes an 
attacker to complete a successful 

infiltration, to defender efficiency, as 
measured by the time it takes to dis-
cover an attack. The solid lines repre-
sent a linear regression of the actual 
data. Over 10 years, attackers suc-
cessfully improved their efficiency in 
compromising systems from less than 
75 percent successful intrusions oc-
curring within days in 2004 to around 
90 percent efficiency in 2013. However, 
the efficiency to detect attacks within 
days only improved from about 13 to 
20 percent over the same time period. 
Clearly, then, during the past decade 
attackers have improved efficiency at a 
greater rate than defenders. The grow-
ing “innovation gap” between the two 
lines in Figure 2 clearly highlights the 
need for new approaches to cybersecu-
rity defense.

Breadth of attackers and attacks
Verizon’s 2014 Data Breach Investiga-
tions Report (www.verizonenterprise 
.com/DBIR) states that “2013 may be 
remembered as the year of the retailer 
breach, but a comprehensive assess-
ment suggests it was a year of transition 
from geopolitical attacks to large-scale 
attacks on payment card systems.” Cy-
berattackers are characterized by their 
resources and capabilities, intentions 
and motivations, degree of access, and 
risk aversion. They include:

 › nuisance hackers who use 
publicly known attacks 
on unpatched targets of 
opportunity;

 › organized criminals seeking 
financial gain who use known 
attacks, slightly alter known 
attacks to avoid antivirus de-
tection, or develop new attacks;

 › sophisticated hackers with a 
wide variety of intentions and 
motivations;

 › terrorists who seek financial 
gain to fund their operations 
or use cyberattacks as a tool to 
harm their adversaries; and,

 › nation-states with varying 
capabilities, resources, and 
motivations.

Attackers’ intentions drive their 
target selections. For example, nui-
sance hackers and organized crimi-
nals typically target average citizens 
and retail companies, while sophisti-
cated hackers, terrorists, and nation- 
states often attempt to infiltrate for-
eign government agencies and their 
contractors as well as companies pos-
sessing intellectual property of signif-
icant economic value. Well- resourced 
attackers will often target a large or-
ganization’s most vulnerable partners 
as well.
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FIGURE 1. The Internet of Things is expected to grow from about 14 million devices to 
more than 50 billion by 2020. Source: theconnectivist.com.
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Cybersecurity investments
Cybersecurity investments currently 
follow a piecemeal approach in which 
disparate proprietary point solutions 
are linked together uniquely for each 
enterprise. The situation is akin to the 
US housing construction market be-
fore the 20th century when few build-
ing codes existed and each home was 
custom-built, resulting in higher in-
stallation and labor costs, and safety 
problems such as faulty wiring and 
vulnerability to severe weather, fire, 
and earthquakes. We need the equiv-
alent of building codes for cyberse-
curity and modular, scalable, inter-
changeable solutions.

However, assessing the appropri-
ate level of cybersecurity investment 
and correctly integrating available 
products and services is problematic. 
This is exacerbated by the constant 
evolution of technology and attacker 
tactics. Although organizations have 
made progress in quantifying the 
cost benefits of cybersecurity invest-
ments, determining whether such in-
vestments are commensurate with an 
organization’s risk remains an imma-
ture process.

CHARACTERISTICS 
OF A HEALTHY CYBER 
ECOSYSTEM
These three factors call for the cre-
ation of a healthy cyber ecosystem. 
“Like natural ecosystems,” noted a 
March 2011 white paper written by the 
US Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS), “the cyber ecosystem comprises 
a variety of diverse participants— 
private firms, non-profits, govern-
ments, individuals, processes, and cy-
ber devices (computers, software, and 
communications technologies)—that 
interact for multiple purposes. Today 
in cyberspace, intelligent adversar-
ies exploit vulnerabilities and create 
incidents that propagate at machine 
speeds to steal identities, resources, 
and advantage.” As attackers con-
stantly probe for the weakest link in a 
defense, “cyber devices [must] collabo-
rate in near-real time.”6 In other words, 
they must be able to learn from their 
activities, creating and sharing that 
intelligence through collaborative 
community-driven initiatives such as 
Trusted Automated eXchange of Indi-
cator Information (TAXII; https://taxii 
.mitre.org) and its Structured Threat 

Information eXpression (STIX; https://
stix.mitre.org) language. 

Motivated by concerns that cyber-
attacks are becoming “more frequent, 
more widespread, and more conse-
quential,” the DHS white paper out-
lined three essential building blocks of 
a healthy cyber ecosystem. First, auto-
mated mechanisms are needed to de-
tect cyberattacks and intrusions and 
mitigate them at machine speeds. Sec-
ond, semantic, technical, and policy 
interoperability among automated de-
fense systems is essential to promote 
shared situational awareness and 
facilitate rapid machine-to- machine 
exchange of threat and incident data. 
The National Strategy for Trusted 
Identities in Cyberspace (www.nist.
gov/nstic) describes technical and se-
mantic interoperability as “the ability 
for different technologies to commu-
nicate and exchange data based upon 
well-defined and testable interface 
standards,” while policy interopera-
bility is “the ability for organizations 
to adopt common business policies 
and processes (e.g., liability, identity 
proofing, and vetting) related to the 
transmission, receipt, and acceptance 
of data between systems.” Third, au-
thentication is required to ensure that 
all parties participating in cyber de-
fense, whether human or machine, are 
who they claim to be.

Since the white paper’s release, two 
other necessary capabilities have been 
identified. First, individual cyber ele-
ments must be more resilient to attack 
and better able to maintain the integ-
rity of their functionality and mission 
support through reduction of latent 
weaknesses that attackers could ex-
ploit. Second, mechanisms and infra-
structure for machine-speed sharing 
of information must be developed. In 
this area, TAXII/STIX shows promise.7
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FIGURE 2. Attacker versus defender efficiency. Attackers successfully improved their 
efficiency in compromising systems in days from less than 75 percent in 2004 to around 
90 percent in 2013, but the efficiency to detect attacks within days only improved from 
about 13 to 20 percent over the same time period. Source: adapted from Verizon’s 2014 
Data Breach Investigations Report (www.verizonenterprise.com/DBIR).
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TODAY’S CHALLENGES
Successfully protecting the IoT will 
require creation of a scalable and sus-
tainable cyber ecosystem within the 
IoT that actively adjusts to and miti-
gates threats and malicious activities 
while being reliable, robust, and af-
fordable. When fully established, the 
future cyber ecosystem will give peo-
ple around the world the freedom to 
live, work, and play safely and securely 
in cyberspace, provided they take a few 
common-sense defensive precautions. 
Achieving this goal of a healthy cyber 
ecosystem requires addressing the 
following challenges: scalability, sus-
tainability, affordability, resiliency, 
capability, interoperability, standards, 
automation, and adaptability. 

Scalability, sustainability, 
and affordability
Today’s cybersecurity processes fail 
to scale largely because they require 
too many professionals and experts to 
stay abreast of the latest vulnerabilities 
and required patches, monitor and an-
alyze all manner of network activities, 
respond to alerts, understand what is 
happening at any given time, decide 
whether and how to respond, and im-
plement response and recovery actions. 
Scalability demands that we automate 
the full spectrum of cybersecurity 
 operations—sensing, sense-making, 
decision-making, and acting—to the 
greatest extent possible, shifting ex-
perts’ role from being in the loop (in 
the critical path of all cyber-defense 
activities) to on the loop (monitoring 
and supervising largely automated 
defense and response functions). Not 
all cyberattacks can be addressed us-
ing automated processes, but moving 
from mostly human-speed processes 
to mostly orchestrated  machine-speed 
processes would enable the powerful 

cadre of cyberprofessionals to concen-
trate their efforts on those classes of at-
tacks that today are beyond the means 
of automated responses.

Scalability also demands that we 
make the individual elements of the cy-
ber ecosystem more resilient to attack, 
with fewer inherent weaknesses and 
flaws for exploit by attackers. Today’s 
cybersecurity processes associated 
with development, acquisition, and 
operations are unsustainable largely 
because the supporting commercial 
solutions often fail to integrate fully 
and effectively with one another, and/
or are dependent upon costly, central-
ized government data feeds. To achieve 
scalability and sustainability, the cyber 
ecosystem will increasingly need to re-
place centrally managed government 
data feeds with federated commercial 
ones. Trusted and authoritative infor-
mation providers must eventually pre-
pare and disseminate most of the vital 
cybersecurity data in standardized 
machine- consumable formats.7

Sustainability and affordability de-
mand that we proactively improve the 
security, resiliency, and effectiveness of 
our IoT by reducing the attack surface 
through supply-chain and software- 
quality improvements, thereby reduc-
ing cost; and by fostering technology 
innovation through the use of inte-
grated, adaptive, interoperable tools 
and federated data feeds, which are 
based on a common data model and 
international standards provided by a 
vibrant commercial market.

Resiliency and capability
Within the cybersecurity community, 
there is a strengthening movement 
toward designing cyberspace systems 
to be resilient—to be able to withstand 
and rapidly “bounce back” from ad-
verse events. Deborah Bodeau and 

Richard Graubart8 define cyber resil-
iency as “the ability of a nation, organi-
zation, or mission or business process 
to anticipate, withstand, recover from, 
and evolve to improve capabilities in 
the face of adverse conditions, stresses, 
or attacks on the supporting cyber re-
sources it needs to function.” In addi-
tion to the long-term strategic goal of 
improving the overall quality, reliabil-
ity, and integrity of software and ICT, 
there is a need to implement cyber re-
siliency engineering, a “sub-discipline 
of mission assurance engineering 
which considers (i) the ways in which 
an evolving set of resilience practices 
can be applied to improve cyber resil-
iency, and (ii) the trade-offs associated 
with different strategies for applying 
those practices.”  

Cybersecurity capabilities that ef-
fectively and efficiently protect the 
nation’s IoT will emerge from the inter-
actions of many discrete components, 
each contributing a needed function or 
service that is distributed across many 
heterogeneous devices and networks. 
These components need to contact 
and authenticate each other, estab-
lish secure communication channels, 
exchange data within defined access 
limits, and then use the data they have 
exchanged. To the extent that they 
do so successfully, the cybersecurity 
components of the cyber ecosystem 
are said to be interoperable and oper-
ate as an integrated set of capabilities.

Interoperability, standards, 
automation, and adaptability
One way cybersecurity staff can 
achieve interoperability among dispa-
rate components is to acquire all prod-
ucts and services from a single vendor. 
While this may be beneficial in the 
short term, it could later lead to vendor 
lock-in—a situation in which the cost 
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of switching to a competing product 
becomes prohibitive, thus commit-
ting the consumer to the deployed 
solution even if a demonstrably more 
useful or functional alternative exists. 
Industry standards can help prevent 
certain forms of vendor lock-in. When 
a system of systems (like a cyber eco-
system) can be formed by integrating 

functional components that conform 
to standard interfaces, communica-
tion protocols, and data formats, it be-
comes possible to relatively easily re-
place any individual component with 
a new one, without regard to vendor. 
(Industry standards offer other ben-
efits as well; limiting dependence on 
proprietary solutions is just one of the 
most common motivations.)

However, standards are no pan-
acea. Unless multiple vendors are 
competing vigorously on price, qual-
ity, and support to deliver standards- 
conformant products and services, 
industry standards by themselves of-
fer little value to the consumer. There 
is no advantage to having freedom to 
choose without having meaningful 
choices. Fortunately, successful indus-
try standards can and often do help 
create the conditions that sustain a vi-
brant market. 

Today, automated cybersecurity 
defense depends on vast and growing 
volumes of human knowledge and in-
sight distilled at high labor cost into 

bundles of data that are formatted and 
structured for machine consumption, 
then disseminated over government- 
maintained channels. Significant gov-
ernment outlays over the years helped 
lay the foundation for a healthy cyber 
ecosystem, but such funding cannot 
continue indefinitely given current 
budget constraints. Moreover, central 

authorities, whether government- 
funded or not, cannot possibly keep up 
with the growing scope of automated 
cybersecurity defense content-devel-
opment efforts. 

A healthy cyber ecosystem must 
support adaptive responses to risks 
associated with both identified and 
suspected threats. As soon as a sys-
tem vulnerability or pattern of mali-
cious activity becomes known, trust-
worthy and actionable information 
needs to be broadly disseminated to 
all  stakeholders—in standard for-
mats, using common interfaces and 
secure communication protocols such 
as STIX and TAXII, with the requisite 
identity and access management con-
trols—and then acted upon as soon as 
is practicable. Although this is much 
easier said than done, it is the best 
understood and most easily managed 
scenario in the entire cyber ecosystem. 

Unfortunately, persistent and inno-
vative phishing and social-engineer-
ing exploits, as well as the active un-
derground market in zero-day attacks, 

require cyber-ecosystem participants 
to be ever alert to the possibility that 
malicious external or insider attack-
ers may have penetrated a network’s 
defensive layers. Vigilance of this sort 
demands integrated, coordinated, and 
finely tuned capabilities using com-
monly understood concepts and ter-
minology to accurately distinguish 
the ordinary from the anomalous, se-
lectively increase scrutiny where war-
ranted, actively test whether newly 
observed behavior is merely a novel 
manifestation of normal operations, 
and modify network settings to safely 
thwart malicious objectives without 
undermining operational missions or 
business functions. A cyber ecosys-
tem is not truly healthy unless it can 
respond effectively to what is known 
as well as to what is abnormal and 
might indicate an attack or intrusion 
in progress.

THE FUTURE: INTEGRATED 
ADAPTIVE CYBER DEFENSE
Integrated Adaptive Cyber Defense 
(IACD) is the concept that commercial 
and government security solutions 
will be based on an open architecture 
for automated, adaptive, and dynamic 
cybersecurity assessment, mitigation, 
and defense at the enterprise, intra- 
enterprise, and inter-enterprise lev-
els. This flexible, standards-based 
architecture, shown in Figure 3, will 
allow rapid insertion and integra-
tion of existing as well as future au-
tomated cyber-defense technologies 
and infrastructures. It must support 
automated messaging using a com-
mon data model and standardized 
exchange mechanisms, and be capa-
ble of applying agreed-upon rules to 
initiate actions within and across the 
collection of enterprises participating 
in the cyber ecosystem; that is, it must 

A CYBER ECOSYSTEM IS NOT TRULY 
HEALTHY UNLESS IT CAN RESPOND 

EFFECTIVELY TO WHAT IS KNOWN AS 
WELL AS TO WHAT IS ABNORMAL.
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support “whole enterprise” informa-
tion exchange and action, as well as in-
formation exchange and action among 
semiautonomous business units and 
between enterprises. Message receiv-
ers must be able to identify and au-
thenticate the source of each message, 
and to adjudicate whether a request for 
action can be performed automatically 
or only after review and approval by 
authorized parties.

Integrated capabilities include a 
communications medium with stan-
dard interfaces, message transport pro-
tocols, and message sets that support 
federated machine-speed exchange of 
cybersecurity information. Standard 
interfaces and common data syntax 
and semantics enable compatible com-
ponents to connect to and interoperate 
through the communications medium. 
Standard protocols and data formats let 
components output and ingest data in a 
way that other standards-conformant 
components can understand. Stan-
dard message sets enable all connected 

components to communicate with one 
another among different enterprises. 
Messages must be tamper-resistant and 
include credentials that allow senders’ 
identities and authorizations to be reli-
ably determined. Components must be 
able to process and act on received mes-
sages within contextually determined 
time limits appropriate to the overar-
ching cybersecurity objective. Depend-
ing on the context, cyber- relevant time 
could be nanoseconds, microseconds, 
seconds, minutes, or perhaps even 
hours.

Interoperable, modular commer-
cial cybersecurity tools will provide 
integrated services across six logical 
functional areas:

 › Sensing involves monitoring 
the cyber environment using 
devices or people to obtain 
snapshots of current operational 
states and risk exposures attrib-
utable to exploitable weaknesses 
in installed ICT/software. 

Sensing includes signature-, 
reputation-, and behavior-based 
capabilities.

 › Sense-making involves applying 
rule sets, recognizing patterns, 
and using advanced algorithms 
to assess the dynamic cyber 
environment in many contexts. 
It is performed by interoperable 
tools, with or without human-
on-the-loop review as dictated by 
circumstances. Sense-making 
takes advantage of federated in-
formation-sharing capabilities.

 › Decision-making involves for-
mulating candidate response 
actions that empower enterprise 
decision-makers to evaluate 
alternatives and select the best 
course of action (COA). Decisions 
are made by automated tools, 
with human-on-the-loop review 
as dictated by circumstances. 
Decision-making selects among 
available response actions, while 
leaving the action decision itself 
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with the cyber asset owner.
 › Acting involves implementing 

selected COAs in cyber-relevant 
time. Preventative and response 
COAs should be executed 
automatically to the greatest 
extent possible, with automated 
detection and identification of 

patterns of attacks and correla-
tion to known weaknesses and 
vulnerabilities in ICT/software 
with appropriate machine-speed 
mitigations. Human operators 
should be notified and given sit-
uational awareness of executing 
COAs, but the operators should 
be involved in the process only 
when needed to ensure that 
automated actions are properly 
authorized and to manage any 
impacts on critical business or 
mission functions. As this is an 
immature area requiring more 
research, the only COAs that will 
be used initially are those with 
well-understood impacts, such 
as sending an automated email 
or adding a firewall block.

 › Federated information-sharing 
(shared situational awareness 
and shared analysis) of cyber-
security data—not only within 
but also among disparate 
enterprises—is a critical enabler 
of automated COAs. Human 
operators need accurate insight 

into the current security state 
of their networks as well as 
other networks on which their 
businesses or missions depend. 
The insight offered by a common 
operational picture (COP) lets 
operators properly understand 
why automated COAs are being 

recommended or invoked to 
protect ICT/software-enabled 
systems with latent weaknesses 
and vulnerabilities from de-
tected or suspected exploits or 
attacks, and helps them coordi-
nate responses with peers who 
may be coping with the same or 
similar security conditions.

 › Management functions allow 
operators to view data such 
as packet streams, alerts, and 
reports, and to select actions 
in which organizational policy 
requires human approval. They 
also provide automated work-
flow and overall control of ca-
pabilities and tools that support 
and perform cybersecurity func-
tions while ensuring privacy of 
personal information. This au-
tomated workflow is applicable 
to all actions on a risk-assessed 
basis, from clicking on a URL to 
opening an email attachment. 
Cyber risk assessment is com-
monly referred to as reputa-
tion scoring. Orchestration of 

human-originated actions and 
the enabling and blocking of 
them based on an analysis of 
the sender or source reputation 
and object history is an aspect of 
IACD functionality.

Centralized, enhanced situational 
awareness will help human operators 
perceive and evaluate security activ-
ities and trends, provide a “weather 
map” of looming “cyberstorms,” and 
reveal the susceptibility of an orga-
nization’s ICT/software to specific 
threats and malware. Current tech-
nologies such as big data analytics, 
reputation- based scoring, visualiza-
tion, presentation, and dissemina-
tion are limited; cooperative action is 
needed to promote and guide devel-
opment of new capabilities that can 
eventually be incorporated into the 
cyber ecosystem. A federated ability 
to integrate, analyze, and disseminate 
information in milliseconds is needed.

The IACD architecture will make 
use of an array of technical standards 
to ensure component interoperabil-
ity and openness to any conformant 
automated cyber-defense product or 
service with a common set of founda-
tional concepts about what is being ex-
changed. Standards must be designed 
with the consensus of government, 
industry, and the general public to en-
sure widespread adoption. The goal is 
for all security customers to use IACD 
to either implement their own solu-
tions or purchase a turnkey service 
from a vendor.

Establishing the architecture will 
be a complex and technically demand-
ing activity carried out incrementally. 
Each step will yield new lessons, and 
must be guided by insights gained 
from smaller-scale, lower-risk, and 
more narrowly focused research and 

ESTABLISHING THE IACD ARCHITECTURE 
WILL BE A COMPLEX AND TECHNICALLY 

DEMANDING ACTIVITY CARRIED  
OUT INCREMENTALLY. 
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experimentation. Demonstration pro-
totypes, technology assessments, and 
capability pilots will be needed to eval-
uate operational concepts and to at-
tract and inspire stakeholders. As the 
market will not be idle while this takes 
place, commercial solutions must be 
tested and evaluated with a goal of 
understanding where and how they 
could be incorporated into the emerg-
ing cyber ecosystem. Lastly, because 
the architecture supports a vision of 
automated adaptive cyber-defense ca-
pabilities well beyond the state of the 
art, investments in advanced research 
will be needed to explore and extend 
the art of the possible.

The above envisaged IACD capa-
bilities will help achieve a secure 
cyber ecosystem but will require 

a substantial commitment of resources 
and the coordination of government, 
academia, and international and in-
dustry partners over many years. Four 
goals critical to cyber resiliency that 
are the most feasible to accomplish 
over the next 5 to 10 years are the de-
velopment of a standards-based archi-
tecture that supports rapid technology 
insertion, capabilities for automated 
COAs, a weather-map capability with 
federated data feeds, and trusted in-
formation-sharing at machine speeds 
using common terminology and foun-
dational concepts. However, such ef-
forts will come to naught without a 
persistent focus on affordability, risk 
reduction, scalability, effectiveness, 
and efficiency.

Increased use of automation offers 
the greatest prospect of containing costs 
and reducing risks, but automation 
is no silver bullet—it depends on our 
ability to distill expert human knowl-
edge and skill in cybersecurity sensing, 

sense-making, decision- making, infor-
mation sharing and analytics, and act-
ing into forms amenable to manipula-
tion and execution by machines. As the 
cyber ecosystem’s IACD emerges and 
evolves, care must be taken at all times 
to avoid simply creating a different set 
of comparable (or worse) costs and risks.

Scalability, effectiveness, and ef-
ficiency are also key considerations. 
IACD’s various implementations must 
be scalable to fit the needs of small as 
well as large organizations; be more 
effective than current methods in an-
ticipating, preventing, disrupting, and 
countering attacks and intrusions; 
and make more efficient use of human 
and machine resources while protect-
ing privacy. Demonstrating this will 
require new metrics for quantifying 
and evaluating the costs and benefits 
of alternative cybersecurity solutions. 
The overall principle is to enable all 
Internet technologies to play a role in 
protecting traffic and IoT components. 
We must do with numbers and data 
correlation what biology does with 
chemicals to create a dynamic immune 
system with automated detection and 
response. We must optimize the use of 
humans on the loop for complex or po-
litically driven incidents that cannot 

be addressed by automation and for 
“antibiotic-resistant” intrusions that 
can result from the use of automation 
against common attacks. 

Our efforts to evolve the cyber eco-
system must result in solutions that 
promote adaptability and agility of 
response. As the tactics, techniques, 
and procedures of cyber adversaries 
continuously adapt and evolve, so too 
must the cybersecurity defense mech-
anisms and methods implemented 
within the cyber ecosystem driven by 
IACD. 
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